
ED "126 982

AUTHOR
-TITLE

INSTITUTION

SPONS AGENCY
PUB DATE
NOTE
AVAILABLE FROM,

DOCUMENT RESUME.

AC'769 435

;pay; Robert W.; Bender, Louis W.
The State-Role in Progrem.Evaluation'of Community,
-Colleges: Emerging CoaceptS. and Trends.
Florida State Univ., Tallahassee.,State and Regional
Sigher Education Center. -

Kellogg Foundati'oh, Battle Creek, Bich.
Jul 76
42p;
FSU State and Regional Higher Education sCenter,
-C011ege of Education, Florida State University,
Tallahassee, Florida 32306 ($3.00)

, ,,
ER RS PRICE MF-$0:83 HC -$2.06 Plus Postage. .

,
.

IDESCRPTORS Community Colleges; *Evaluation' Criteria; *Evaluation
__Methods; Governing BdardS; *Junior Colleges; National,
Surveys; *Program Evaluation; Program Planning; ;
*State Agencies; State Boards of EducatiOn'

ABSTRACT_

Historically, the community college has been viewed
as-an institution which should be as indigenous as possible. However,
the role of the state is becoming. increasingly Crucial to the daily
operations of the community college. This,monogtaph reports the .

conduct and results cf a nationwide study of state agencies
responsible for community college coordination -Or. control to
ascertain whether criteria' -and procedures have been developed to
evaluate or suspend extant community college programs: and to
evaluate "the state cf the art." Respdndents to the survey included

51 Agencies froi 38 states.. Analysis of responses reveals that,
increasingly, states use One or more criteria at either the state or
institutional,leYel for evaluation of CommUnity.college.prOgrams.
Agency' evaluation)rocedures range from review based-upon

' institutional recommendations; to statewide accreditation, to
development of, a special pgogram evaluatidn bony. Most' state agencies
.bave developed andformalizen a supportive means for program° :
evaluation although loe61 institutions'appear to have the final'word

. on suspension or tekmination of extant,programs.'Six.case studies
demonstrating'agencies, program-eyaluation criteria and procedures
are included. Appende'd are program evaluation criterii and procedures
-utilized by those state agencies which responded in this study.
Opsy -

************************************************4.**********************
* Documents acquired' by ERIC include many infarmal unpublished.

. *
* materials not available from other 'sources. ERIC makes every effort *
*,to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal At
* reproducibility are 'often 'encountered-And this affects the' quality
* of the microfiche 'and hardcopy reproductions ERIC -MtAes available
* via the ERIC Document 'Reproduction ServiCe (EDRS) `. EDRS is not . *
* responsible far the quality of the" original naculent. Reproductions *
* supplied by EDRS are the best'that cervbe mane frOm the original.
***********************4************4*%*******#*****1********'**********

4



a

, ED 126.982

AUTHOR
-TITLE

INSTITUTION

SPONS AGENCY
PUB DATE
NOTE
AVAILABLE FROM.

ED RS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

DOCUMENT RESUME

v..

pay; Robert W.; Bender, _LcuiS W.
The State-Role in Program,Evalualion-of Community.
-Colleges: Emerging CoaceptS-and Trends.
Florida Stkte Univ., Tallahassee., State and Regional
Higher Education Center. -

Kellogg Foundation, Battle' creek, Mich.
Jul 76
42p.
FSU State and Regional Higher Education ..-Center,
-College of Education, Florida ,State University,
Tallahassee, Florida 32306 ($3.00)

MF-$0.-83 HC-$2.06 Phis Postage.'
Community Colleges; *Evaluation Criteria; *Evaluation
....Methods; Governing-Boards; *Junior Colleges; National
Surveys; *Program Evaluation; Program Planning;
*State Agencies; State Boards of EducatiOn'

43C'.76.0 435

ABSTRACT_

Historically, the community college has been viewer}
as ,an institution which should be as indigenous as possible. However,
the role Of the state is becoming. increasingly 'crucial to the daily
operations of the community college. This .monograph reports the .

= conduct and results cf a nationwide study of state agencies
responsible for community college coordination l&r control to

. ascertain whether criteriaand procedures have been developed to
evaluate or suspend extant community college programs; and to
evaluate "the state cf the art." ,Respondents to the survey included
51 ageUcies froi 38 states.. Analysis of responses revealS that,
increasingly, states use One or more criteria at either the state or
institutional lelie2, for evaluation of Commnity.college.programs.
Agency' evaluationjrocedures range from review based upon

' institutional recommendations; to statewide accreditation, to
development of.a special program evaluatidn body. Most'state agencies
have developed and,formated a supportive means for program°
evaluation although,lowil institutions appear to have the final ward
on suspension or temination'of extant..,programs.'Six.case studies

. demonstrating"agenciesl. programealuation criteria and procedures
are included. Appended are program evaluation criterii and procedures
-utilized by those state agencies which responded in this study.
(3-DS)-

**t******************************!*************************************
Documents acquire& b.y ERIC include many infofmal unpublished,

* materials not available from other Sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the,best copy available'. Nevertheless, items of marginal
* reproducibility are 'often encounteredand this affects the quality
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC fakes available
* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Servite (EDRS) . EDRS is not *
* responsible for' the quality of the' original dacUment. Reproductions *
* supplied by EDRS are the best -that cap,;be made frOm the original. 't

***************************************40*****A*************,****



wry

.1

U S OEPARTMENTDF HEALTH.
EDUCATION It WELFARE _--NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

T 15. DOCUMENT HAS SEEN REPRO
CEO EXACTL' 4,5 RECEIVED FROM

TH PERSON PR ORGANIZATION Ititti
ATINGIT POiN TS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT ,NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

THE STATE ROLE IN PROGRAM EVALUATION
.

-, OFCOMMUNITY COLLEGES: EMERGING CONCEPTS AND TREND

by

R bert W. Day

and

Louis,-W,Bender

Division af Education Management SyStorm-T-,-
College of Education

,Florida State Univer y ry

Tallahassee,, F1 rida,
July, 1976

r

!A publication of the State and Regional Higher Education Center,
College of Education, The Florida State University with assqtance-

'Of a grant from' the W. K. Kellogg Foundation.

2

1



TABLE OF CONTENTS

R

Preface

IntrOdection

iii

1

0

4

Study of'State':Systems- Conducted .5

Criteria Used foP Program 'Evaluation' ,6

Procedures Used for Program Evaluation , 7

Case Studies for'Program'Evaluation 10'

Arkansas

A

10

California 11

Maryland Ta'

North Carolina 14

Oklahoma 15

Virginia "18

Considerations in Progr6 Suspension and TerminatfOn
. ,

,Appendix Program Evaluation Criteria And `b 26
=

Bibliograp y
,

Procedures Used By State Agencies
Responding In This Study
(Data, Current,as'of Spring, 1976)

Notes About ibp Authors

3

35

: 36



I

Preface

Postiecondary education is under. attack, charged with being
- 4

unaccountable in its programming and in its use of public funds.

Accountability has been the watcliworq of the last five years and

has been laid at the feet of colleges and universities 1 ike.a

gauntlet by legislative committees and public critics., Community

colleges, Which probably' have a higher public acceptance rating

thin any other postsecoridary. educational institution in contemporary,

society,, have al sobe-dome' the tct gets of -those- Who---ifis-i-s-t--postseCbnd-

ary education has been, wastefu'l of tax resources while championing

the existence of the institution and the security of those, emplOyed
`.-!"

rather than the services and programs to accommodate student needS.,

The-state agertty responsible for community college's, has felt
the sting .of such pressures^ as well. On the one hand 4e public

andlegislators clamor for 'greater surveillance at" the-,state level

to be 'sure that, tax- resources. are used efficiently abCthat institu-
,

tions are ikaCcoUntable" in carrying out their..eduat-tonal
'

In some .cases the' state coordinating or governlng' board has even im-..

p8ed a prograM review requireMent -pn all ,segments Of public, higher

ducation.'.-CM the, Other hand, community colleges in some states

have become increasingly' critical Of the state community college

agency becauSe. of requirements` to repcirt enrOilments,, graduation' and$ . ,

. pl acement te.s'and. uni t- Cost analysis ofl varibus Rog tams offered.
, .

. While coMmunity.colleges" hision.,ically have been perceived. as- ,
, , ... . )

A

the appropriateleVel and locus for pt':ogriam planning; initiation,

i i i
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and evaluation, a nts such as the recent national recession have

brought prestures to change. With "steady-state" funding levels

characterized by most states since the national ecession, more

attention must be given to programs whith cannot be defended.on the

4
basis of productivity or Co t.effectivepess. While the indigenous

character of,the community college has always promoted the ideal that

the local institution should determine what programs to offer and

what programs to eliminate, priorities must increasingly be established

on broader thin provincial criteria and standards.

The role of the state agency responsible for community college

in evaluating programs of the community colleges is growing. Even i/n

these states,where legal authority resides with the local institution,

agencies have beg p to assist by providing guidelines and suggest 1d

criteria to enabl a local institution to have a basis for prior

and decision-mak ng.

*tizing

This monograph should be of assistance to State Higher Education

Executive Officers'as well as State Directors of Community and Junior'

Colleges. It has been produced as part of the activities of the State

and Regional Higher Education Center of the Florida State University

which is supported in part by a grant from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation.

The Center operates as part of a partnership with the Institute of

Higher Education at. the University of Florida and is committed to the

pre-service and in-service training of professionals who serve in

state or regional agencies. It is also committed to the study of

issues and problems which confront these agencies and their officials.

Inquiries related to services or'programs of the Center are always

welcomed. 5
Louis W. Bender, Director
and Professor of Higher Education

iv
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Introduction

cally, th6 community college has been viewed as an

institution which should be as indigenpus as possible. Iegardless of
tr

the organizational' structure of a given state, few would' argue with

the desirability of the institution to Serve local commbhity needs for

postsedondary education opportunity and for training of 'individuals

who aspire to enter O'Ccupationayfields of endeavor. Even the On-

temporary focus of the American Association of Community Junior

Colleges and various Other national groups for community- baked post-

secondary education undergird the principle that the educational Pro:

gram of the community college must have local elements of planning,

.design, implementation, review, and evaluation.

At an opposite end of a continuum we find the role of the state

beLoming increasingly crucial to the day-to-day operations of the

college'. Enabling legislation, in most states, provides for two

specific state levels of interaction between the local institution

and the state. Most states'have provided for statewide coordinating

orogoverning agencies and charge them with broad powers of planning,

program review, budget review, and evaluation. These responsibilities

encompass the total system of postsecondary education in which -

community colleges can be viewed as a'subsystem in the, same manner

that state colleges would be viewed as a subsystem.

The state,agency having specific responsibility for community,

colleges, usually in the same'enabling legislation which provides for

the localinspiution, typically is charged by the legiSlature with

planning, program review or approval, budget review or approval, and

.6
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evaluation of the' constituent institutions within the subsystem.

Traditionally the state,coMmunity college agency has assumed an

,advocacy, posture in,,liefialf of the local institutions when interacting

with the other subsystems under thestatelcdordinating or governing

agency. As a result, the state agency has' soughtto champion the

growth and development of, th institution and to foster new programs

as identified by the local institution. Until a few years ago,

growthies a constant and thus little needed to be done other than to

,assist local institutions in developing plans for new programs through

state level staff and program development efforts. The need for pro-

gram review and evaluation dd not appear to be necessary.

----Becaue of philosophic tradition of the commgnity college

having prime authority lann,ing and initiating new 'programs to

serve local needs and beca e stN,community college agencies have

previously concentrated on advocacy and promotion of the local insti-

tution, the function of prOgram reView arld evaluation had been over-
.

9

looked or left with the local institution. However, state legislatures

have increasingly pressed for more effective use Of resources and

documentation ofincreasing educational productivity. The theme of

the 1974 convention of the American Association of Higher Education

was "Accountability in Higher Education." Harold Hodgkinson observed

that the public might not expect more education for less money but

the signs were that the public would expect'more education for the

same money. John Milett in d'speech to the same conference' declared

that accountability in higher education would need tO answer, such

questions as "How can we make the educational process more effident?",

"How'can we make it mOre effective and increase its Rroductivity?" andf

a.
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"How can wedemonstrate that it is productive?": The Joint,-

Commission, on EducatiOn Goals and,EV'aluation of. the California

. State Legislature in 1970 c. led for increasing educationaLproduc-
.

tivity in'cost effectiveness by aximizing facility4use,ty pruning

°low enrollment prograMs, by encouraging year-round operation, by .

utilizing informations systems and improved management techniques,. and

by developing efficient budgeting and budget review 'approaches. Thus

-natio-nal and state pressureS have been on the evaluation as well as

the approval process.

Statewide coordinating or governing ,boards have begun to exercise,

some of their authority vested for progiam review'in an attempt to pe
...

sure`that the legislature's demand for elimiinatihg high cost and low

yield programs is met. As a result, pressures from these statewide

bodies upon the state community college agency has been felt in some

states. In .other states, the legislature has pressed irectly.uPonthe,'

state community college agency calling for closer scrutiny of program,

development to avert unnecessary proliferationand duplication of

programs.

°At4he local level, community colleges typicaIll had control over

Aete 'ning What programS would be ofteied, the priority of introducing

'new programs, as well as control over the evaluation of the effectiveness

,*cf'those programs. The.prerogative' to'evaluate programg in order to

:determine ,whether to suspend on a.tempewary basis Or to terminate an4,
,

*

effective program on a permanent basis vems,tohave been rarely used

in manly tnstitutiohs since most were oriented Abward.andM9re col;cerned-
P _

about growth and expansion rather than evaluation. As 6 consequence,
, ,

many unneeded programs were retained In:some-institutions leading to

\Z\
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drains.on the budget .and inequttles of staffing.

Yt

CoMMunity college officials at all levels are beginning to assess/

mare closely their program planning efforts in an attempt to identify

prOgrams which no longer serve community and/or student needs and,

which divert needed resources from programs of higher pridrity. This

awareness has prompted officials ip many states tdestabMsh new evalua-

tilie criteria and procedures by which institutions can suspend or

terminate their own programs at will..

Once concerned with new program development and grpwth, many_

Community colleges are now forced to take stock of their existing

,program offerings to determine their effectiveness. Evidence of this

emerging trend can be found by examining the,new criteria, and procedures

being developed by many higher education coordinating _agencies and
A

community college state agencies in response to demands for even greater

social and economic accountability in coAmunitycollege-systems. In'

.
.

certain states, community colleges have been viewed by state legislators
,t.

.

-. ,
1.,

as tide at

ok
plarlings" of hi,ghereducation and have somehow taken for granted

,
', ,

their Acceptance and support, by powdbful legisiative delegations who ,,

w
_ ,

.

previdusly did not Make specific inquiries into theuccess of community,
. 2 i

collegeprograp offerings. Community colleges must now reckon with such .

inquiries? including state agency audits, legislative studies on .program

-

proiiferatitn and,duptica*tiOn, and*Program and budgetary studies by

division oradministration in ste
.

te government. Asa result, a very

real trend appears.imminentin'the community college, at the present
,

,

time, namely, the effort by bothistate agencies anci local instittionS ,
.., -,.

to identify 'criteria and procedures which are used,torevaluation

9, ,
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and possibk sqspensioa 6,r termination of existing programs..-

Study of State Systems Conducted

Recognizing the imminent changes in its own two-year technical

colleges and responding to a direct request from members of its

.'State Board Education Committee relative to procedures
-

other states, the Division of Educational Services of the South.
,

: Carolina Board thy' TechQical andComprehensive Education (TEC)

undertook a nationwide study'ot state-level agenqes responsible

for community, college coordination prcontrol to ascerein.whether-

. criteria and procedures have been developed to exaluSte or'suspepd

O.' .
existing community college prams and to evaluate "the:state of .

. -

the art."

.

.This study involved cotnctiRg, the 5 tkt* bffi ces 10 ding k

4 , A

affiliation #ith eithel4 the Natidnal CouTicilisofState-birectort

of Community nd Junior' Colleges (;NCSribd) 0er VI; Stap Higher
f 'J ,

,, Education Executive Officers (SHEEO) durinq,the Spring of 1976.,
Ar

6..

.1-Ns surveyainpaded state'departments.of el-ducaton, -university4' C

''beards, df teggits, statewide guqrning,and coordinating boards of

'highe eiducaton, and sthewide.governing and coordinating boards

t o

r
P

% ,

all. per state-level
.

ncies in each state were contacted..

41"
, for dommunit oileges. Since iiiany.states.have more than one -

'

tl

-board responsible fOr= community college 'program'Avelopment and vtview,

. a

A 0 ,

Responses were received front *fty-one (51) separate agencies-,

# in thirty-eight (38) states. Of the fift one agencies, however,
ANL

only forty-fclur PIWagencis have some degree responsibility

'

4

74.4'*
,"



for community college progra6 development. rHenc4, these agencies
1. .3

were the focus of inquiry for the purpose of this study.

Criteria Used for Program Evaluation

, .

An.analysis of documents received from forty-four (44) agencies

reveals that a growing number of states now use one or more criteria

at either the state level or the institutional level for evaluating

programs in community colleges., Although most agencies do not
AA

currently possess autnority to` actually suspend 'or terminate,

Y
institutional orbgrams, it appears that, state agenci-8 either have

,

. .

.- . ,

formal criteria or are studying possible criteria for inttitutiohaf-
.

*A

-

application within their states7%

, t..

rrom the responses,received from the agencies,* therg.are_,

. . , A
twelve (12) criteria most freqpently cited in pertinent dOcuments

or in correspondence received from the agencies. These criteria ,

-. , . , , _ 4
:are; . _ \ #

6 A

(1) Enrollment in the:;,peogram dvet the preVious thre
,,or five year 'period;

,

(2) ProdUetivity of graduatein the program over the
previous three or five year period;

arr

(3) ClasS Ole;

(4) Placement redoti;

,(5) Employment needs;'

it-16) Cost per student when pampered to other coMmuniNty
college programs;

17)'FacultY qualification
. .

t; ,

. ,

- o

., .

(8) Ava.ilibilitoT iainifler programs elsewheLe in the
stake;

,. Ir.

,,,
, .

.. , .

,....
.,

. .

I

*
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,

(9) Student demand and interest.;

`,.

(10) Budgetary priority; ,-

(11) Salary level of'graduates; and

(12) Compatibility of program with the mission of
tffe tristitutio041110

Pt should be noted that .in all' states which apply criteria for

program evaluati\on,-'some combination Of criteria is used. Among'

the states responding in this survey, no state utilizesonly one

criterion such as loW enrollment as the basis for suspending or

terminatingprograms.in community Colleges. This s true bothin,,

states where local institutions have developed criteria and iA states
,

where state governing or coordinating agencieS'hae developed criteria:

Among the criteria most frequently cited by state'agehy staff,
,1

student enrollment,tproductivity of graduates, program cost, and

placement were chief factors in -the review of community coljege

programs. In a'number of states; however, both institutions and

state agenctes-are'still,searching for valid and reliable criteria

which can be used for prograM evaluation Xn -the community College.
,

,

At least Waif a dozen agency staff members requested that we send,
...,

\
. .

themhcriteria and procedures wh-ich\are finally developed tin South

Carolina for the evaluatiOn of program offerings.'

Procedures Used feProgram Evaluation

*The proceduri0 used by state agencies and institutions -for

eYaUating prograd'in'the community callege vary considerablyamong
.

6 ,

_the stAes..,From the correspondence received, mbst'state agencies

r." merely review or approA new programs and rely. on institutions to,t,
determine. which prOgrams are ho longer needed and how programs can'

t

- \
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A

be evaluated. This is4articularly true in those states having

statewide coordinating agencies or state departments of education

rew\th very little autho y over community college-program follow-up
.

and evaluation, such as the coordinating agencies-in Indi

MiSsouridNew d&sey, and Pennsylvania. Although

program evaluation was an expressed concern by officials in

certain of theseAtates,.tbeir agencies, do not currently possess

the authority,to enforce criteria or procedures for program evaluation

within comOUnity colleges.

A second group oeistates conducts program evaluation through
0

r4gUlar state agency staff reviews or statewide accrFditation programs

in,community colleges. From these activities, institutions are

.of ten alerted,to those programs which need further study or.jwhich

shoufd be terOnated.. Hover, even in these states, institutions

',rather than the state agency hdld the final authority to suspend or

, -

-terminate existing programs. The state agency staff or state accrediting

,team'serves in an advisory and consultative capacity to provide the

-'framework and procedures for institutional', decision-making relative

to programevaluatjon arid/Or termination. These proCedures cu46tly
,

exist in a number-o'fqtates which responded in this survey, including

Arkansas, Kansas, Maryland, North Carolina, (Ai°, and'OklahoMa. 'this

means for program evaluation is also being explored in other states,

pe
, ,including Connecticut, Minnesota, New York, and Tekas.- --,--.

. . . , a

A third group of states has more than one agency responS'Pble

for coordination or control of community-collegeprogram evaluation..

In these states, there is varying degree of co trot of progrdp yeview

or teiViination, although generally agency has developedcriteria

._ _ 13:

v
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and procedures for statewide application, .This pattern currently

prevails in ,the states of Colorado, Illinois'', and Virginia.
4.

A fourth group of states has community colleges which are

governed at the state level by ,a state board of regents (Georgia,
.

Oklahoma, and West Virg ) or a university. governing board

(Kentucky and Nevada).* The community colleges in these states

maybe more likely subjected to internal criteria and procedures

which. are mandated by a more powerful governing agency. However,

there is-no evidence from the materials receivedthat community

colle dministelwed by a board of regents or a university governing

board ve been,J subjected to program evaluation or termination more

frequently than commudity-colleges in other states.
.

' .0
In summary, most state agenc

4.,es

have,develOped and fornialized

some means for e luating programs icommunity colleges which is

designed to' support and assist local Institutions: Local institutions

still appear to havethe final word,on the suspension or termi'n'ation

of existing program's, regardless of the degree,of.particpation of
. E

state agenCies'in the evaluaticin process: To an increasing extent,

criteria are formalized through some coordinative efforts at the

state level, but are applied through the local efforts of community

college faculty aild_staff.

The criteria and procgdures used in the state agencies responding,,

to this survey are provided in,Appendix A of this:study. For further.

Allumination,however,the criteria and procedures from certain states

will 'beidescribed in'greater detail in the next section. Although'
. ,

called' "case.studies"'the criteria and procedures described in these

states are exeMpjarY and representative of, the types of program

evaluation currently being conducted in community college'systems.

14
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CasaStudies for Program Evaluation

Six states have been selected for further delineation of

community college program evaluation critdria and prdedurea. These

six states are: Arkansas, California,ParyTand, North Carolina,

Oklahoma, and Virginia. In each ci-ser'siate agency officials re-
/'

sponding to this survey felt comfortable with the procedures used

in their state despite some possible. limitations. A summary of

each state follows.

Arkansas

In Arkansas, the Oepartment of Higher Education assists- all

postsecondary -.institutions in "isolating" costly and unproductive

programs which can Pestudied further by institutional staff.

Criteria vary among differerit types of postsecadary institutions ,

accordin9 to the degree level of the institutions cbricerned.' The

criteria for:isolating" 'certificate and associate degree programs

in,community colleges are'. 4

k (1) Programs which have graduated less than ten students
for the past three years; . .

(2) Programs which 'fall in the 'highest 25 percen of '

programs in terms Of--the cost tb the institution
77'per FTE studenl;

7

(3) Programs which have experienced a .25'percent decline
in numbers of graduates over the previous fiVe years;

(4) Programs offered by an institution that are duplicated
10. at another public college 'Or university in the state

Within a fifty mile radius; and

(5) Programs:which will require additional expenditures for
, added,faCulty, library holdings, facilities, or,equipment.

4.0

s 1 " r
"Review'of Existing Instructional Programs, 1975-76," un-

published document, Little Rock: Arkansas/Department of Higher
Educatiorl, 1976.:

.
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Pertinent data or the above criteria are received from both

Department of Higher.Education files from thecommunity colleges,

in Arkansas during each biennium. Community colleges are expected

to review all programs of three years' duration which are isolated
'
by any one the five criteria. The degree of concern fdr-revigW

increases in propOrtion to the number of items under which a program

is isolated :

InstitutiDnalpersonnel determine the appropriate course' of,

action on,programs which have been isolated. Among the alternatives.%

open to the institution are: (1) termination of the program, (2) corn
.

binatfbn of the program with 'another, (3) continuation Of the prograth'

with available information and adequate projections for the future',
. .

and (4) establishing a probationary' .status forthe program until

established conditions are met.
1

. .0
...

. ,-
rogram evaluation has been conducted in Arkansassince the

1971 -1973 biennium. The critertafor review'haVe been'broadened td

include`, the five criteria listed above,vand apparently thentire
.

. .

.
J

procedure of program isolation, and evaluation, 'has' drover' useful in

es,

the Arkansat;syitem.

California'

The California Community College 5Ysttem-Litilizes a means for

evaluating occupatfbnal progFams'whicli was' begun in 1174 by a ;

.

consortium-of community colleges' in a cooperative effort with the
.

Chancellor's Office. "-COPES (Community College OceubationalPrograms-
..

Evaluation System) ,has been used voluntartly Wover fifty. (501

TuRevtew, of Existing Insttbctional PrOgrams,"
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California community colleges in an effort to evaluaite.and upgrade

occupati,onal education. The self-appraisal process involves the

study Or oceupaional experience of instructors , 'cjuality of

instruction, 'qual ifi cations of staffz, growth of offerings in

response to needs ,'adequacy*of ,inStructional equi pment, a'nd other

pertinent evaluative'
i criteria .

1

. ,

COPES 'evaluation teams serve in a consul tative capacity for

paktiCi pat i ng community colleges. The strength of the COPES model
9 a

seems to 1 e i n the composition of ,evaluation teams which are broad-
,

tas.ed- and representative. Among the persons serving on evaluation

feams are members' of -occupational `--education ,advisory committees,
. ,

. `Persons from bus,iness and industry, and students in occupational
. -

programs. A number -of other states have examined the COPES -model,

fOr possible use in the eva,11.Pation of occupational, programs , in4

their own state:' .

.

".-

, .

Maryland,

In Maryland', *the' Maryland BOar'for Community Colleges utilizes
, ,

a- Community College Career,ProgriM Ev'aIiiati,on ,CoMinittee td' develop' an

on-going. system for. institutional: piogram review,'' The, COmMittee; .
.

CoMprisedlof iris,t-Itaional. dears: anti state -,1 ectel, staff' fr,bm tthe
,

: - ,;

,
, li vis ion' of Nocationa lr i ech. ni,

.
cal Ed, u ation i n t, he D epartMent-bf

., , , .
Education and from the ',state office. ammunity ,col leges, has,,.

, . ',.., ,

developed a two-pronged apprbach. The fl rtt level of evaluation

involves 'the- identification of program objectives and standards for

quality control t6.,dettermihewhether:

.

1"Cbmmuniti; Col lege Ocapationall.:Programs EValuation System,"
Sacramento: Cal ifornia- Community' tollleges October 1.975.



° 1

..(1) ProjecteCenrollment.has materialized;

. ,

".(4) Early leavers with marketable skills are employed in the
,-,..- field of- training;

A. .k :
,(51- Anticipated salaries have materiali2e4

S

.
....

, ..

(6) 'Programrcots are within the projected range;-.-:

(7) Projected ,qualified feculty'are employed;,

(8) Use has been made of local non=college
equipment,when available and,approriate; )

(9) Program has received documented, faydrable response from
business;'government, or industry.'

When Level I evaluation 'reveals that furthee'study is needed of

individual programs the Level II evaluation is undertaken/. Level I(

involves a comprehenOye self-study of,deficient programs. Self-study

`teams are appointed* the President,.and typically include at least,

one student enrolled in thelOrdgram or recent graduate, one Member oe

the community who employs" program graduates, faculty members'froni. the

program, administrators responsible for career programs, and possibly

a staff member frOm ihe'Division of Vocationa14echnical Education.

The:self-study teamexamings .deficient programs in five areas: (1)

pbjec,tlyes; (Q) iOtructAal process, (3) facilities and install'ation,

(4) product; and (5) cost effectiveness. Specific details for the conduct

of the self-study are described in the publication, "A System for the

EvaluitiOn of -Career Prograffis in the Community Colleges of.Maryland."2

3 . A System for the Evaluation of Career Programs in, Community
Cplleges of Maryland," Annapolis: Community College Career Program
,Evaluation Committee, 1974.

2Ibid.

18

.1



14

Community college' have responded well to the evaluation of

defictentA)rograms whic do not meet limits of program acceptability.

Typically, the identifi ation of discrepancies results in.one of

three possible courses o action: (1) modification of the program

or its limits of accepta ility for purposes of evaluation, (2) the

suspension of the progra , I" 3) the termination of the program.

.:.,Through the participato efforts of state and local officials in

. the systematic, program aluation process, the Maryland Board for

Community Colleges has commended the discontinuande of twenty-six (26)

yrograms in the state ce 196941

,e-. -North Carol ina

North'Carolina, the p'.cbmmunity colleges and technical

institutes under the duri'sdiCttOn'of the North Carolina Department of

CoMmunity Colleges are subject-to accreditation procedures as a

.Meani,for'programrevieW and evaluation. A comprehensive self-study

and evaluation program is required for each institution to be eligible

for acCreditation by the North Carolina Department of Education. The

standards,and procedures very closely parallel the standards and pro- ,

:cedures used by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, the

regional accrediting agency. Typically, state accreditation teams and

institutional ,self-studies will be conducted simultaneously with the

self-study and evaluation for the Southern Association.

The standards and evaluative criteria used for North Carolina

institutions are deSdribed in a publication entitled, "Standards and

. ,,,"Maryland State Board fdr Community CollegesBulletin, Vol. 3,
No. 6- (February, 1975), p.'4.

19°
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Evaluative Criteria.
fll

This ddcument outlines the'standards acid
4t,

;evaluative criteria in eight major areas, including the area of

",Educational Programs." Standards and evalu ve criteria for ,

assessing the quality of the educational'programs of community

colleges are categorized under the areas.of admissions, curriculum,

and instruction. Each of these areas includes evaluative criteria

for: (1) all programs, (2) college transfer and general education

courses and programs, (3) occupatignal education prOgrams, and (4) occu-

pational, extension, continuing education and,community service prognims.

Evaluative criteria are qualitative, although very,specific. They

include tire adequacy of staffing, equipment and supplies, faciTities

instructional methods, syllabi, evaluation, and placement and follow -el

of students.

The STCommunity colleges and technical institutes in North

Carolina are relativel4autonomous, independent institutions.which

are locally governed. Decisions relative to program suspension or -

termination are,made locally, but presumably are reached partially

through the self- study, and accreditatibn process of the. North Carolina

Department of ComMunity Colleges. This agency was unable to provide

more speclfic information on numbers and,types of programs which have

been actually suspended or termlnated in the North Carolina system.
!..

Oklahoma

In Oklahoma, the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Edpcation

have broad responsibilities for the establishing,of standards and the-,,,

1.
Standards and Evaluative Criteria," Raleigh: North Carolina

Department'of Community Colleges, December, 1975.

20
-
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evaluation of postsecondary vocational and technical programs in'all

Oklahoma postsecondary educational institutions. Under a policy
4'

adopted by the State Regents in October, 1975, all institutions

shall have their technical and occupational education programs

evaluated at least once every,five years. As part of the evaluation

procedure, institutions will be required to provide a self-study

report during that year,and in advance-of a visiting committee,

evaluation. The committees will be comprised Af educators frOm=

Peer instituti,ons, recognized consultants from pOtigrdM areas to

be evaluated, and members of the State Regents' staff with

program responsibilities.

Among the' criteria-used to evaluate technical-accupational k

yrOgrams are:

''1' -(0l) regional and state accreditation of the institution,,', or

expectation to achieve accreditation within a reasonable
period of time;

(2) a written statement of goals and objectives on file at
the institution for each technical-occupational program
Offered; .

(3) the use of a functional advisory committee'for each specialty
area inn which programs, are to be operated;

_ . J
i(4) the enlistment of support,of community business and industry 1 , .

organizations and leaders to provide inputfor program ',',

development and operation, to develop a ready market for '

job placement, and to obtain feedback as to the performanc e.
A.

of graduates from technical-occupational programs;

(5) academic arid, experience standards ftor instructional persOnnel

in technicMtccupational programs shall be the same as for'._
'those instructors in other postsecondary programs;

(6) the budge in5sted expenditure of an amount of fundS needed to
develop and mnntain program'viability for occupational=
technical programs;

0

CS 21
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.,
p

,r

(7) adegocy#of physical facilities and instruct pal equipmeht
of the '~type and quality necessary to develop' on thpr:
part of students, to attract and retain capablOaculty,
and engendert respect bn the part of the Community at ,large;

t

(8) mission.afistudlents into programs based on theTrIinterestt
and abiitieta help them complete the required cqrrieuNum
and:succeed 1p their chosen field;

(9). adequacy of studeht services program,. includin,g, personal

guidance,: career counseling, job placement'and follow -up
prOcedureq-toi?assure a. prober job fit for graduates,; and

,,
, 4.?jk

r.
.

t .

r9 ' r .: , . ' .

J
. (1-0.) insirkutio'n'A) 'review 'and eN'ialiiatiOn of411 'technical-

s 1 . .. .occupitiOhal - firokaths contihually and at,- least ,once ., t-.: . ..., . ,,
.. . , 'eveW-tive,.years.' .- - .... .,.

i e 4

0

, 1 1 .

.

. - As ,state'
,

governing agency, tht State Regents ci.1:1.1igber':
1

,.:.
N'

,

iducatibn 0'01 enforce compliant with these criteria thropqn, ''''-:
" ' \" '

..
,

..._,

,, . t , 2 ..,,,.- .
. \

the accredtatiomprotess and will evidently tiseprogram.pvialuation4
, ,

. .... ,.4 .4,

as a basis state-rievel declsion,-Making.\ The procedures for '

evaluation of 'technical-occupational programt call f4 ' the preparation :. 7.. ,

. .0 .

- \ . ,, 0

\. .

of p staff report containing program evaluation o u e or,eac"S eICI'ct d f h
. 3 A \

4 . 4
, of the institution's visited each spring, as well as recommendations

c

.

' 4

.made .by Ositing committees and staff.-
3

The State Regents will utiliie'
4

e\\' -

the results of-these staff reports in making deci,s1 s rel4tin.g.to* the
, .,.

I . .. ,. ,
approval= of new :program's, the continuation or Attenuatii of. existing,

. ..;
,...,..,.,.

.. . ,

,..

progrmg, anPthe level 'ot fundi,ng needed' operation pf quality" , -; '.,

.. ? i . 7
. r

. 4 programs of e;technica)-oCcupational/naeure.2 ,Clearly, tne.Oklahoma:

. marct4

`tate Re9ents for Higher Education will'-asym,e,4 more actiyp role in
. , .' I. . .4!

*gram evalbation and possible terMipatiion in thecommunity college

. .
system of that state.. . . ...

a.

r 4- '

.4.

'Criter-0 and Procedures for the tvalUation of Technical-
Occupational ,Progrems in Okthhoma PoStsecondary Education,' un-
'publ i shed. document, ak1atibma ,City: Oklahoma State' Regemts for
Higher ducation,"October, 1975; Pg. 2^-3.

- .
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Virginia 0

In thr, Stake of 'Higher cation, a:coordinating
, J

. .

agency, has developed productivity criteria in the d'ernial evaluation
\

of all postsecondary educatignal, prograMs in- the 5state.-\Council-,

apprpved guidelines for program evaluation have also been:adopted by,

the State Board for Cominurit,!C011eges, a goiernng .agendcy:_The

State Board in Virginia Ftas utilized "these criteria-for programs!
,

evaluation and termTnationHn Virginia community colleges:'
. A

;;

Staff members of thlAtate BoardforirommunitP.Colleges uaertake

peograp evaluation and)adplication of these guidelines. Evalua.tioris,

however,5apply only to associate degree prograths in community colleges.
, ,

furthermore, a thre-year.start-Up period is allowed for assdclate
., sr ,,, .,

, .

degree programs before they are
,,,

subject-to evaluation to assure that , ,

. .
, ,...

.-. at least one cycle, of grashatts
.i.

has_ been coMpieted: '

Program evaluation guidelines regu're a mjnimumannual-average

41/

'3 ;

r
number of graduates.over'the prWOus five-year' period for. each

associate degree program (la goorduatesfo.A5sociate in Arts' an&
p,

ASsociate in Science programs and-7 graduateS for Associate in Applied -

. Science programs).- Programs not.meeting-this criterion Warrant the ,

tonsideratio9of other justificationS,f6r prograM'evaluatlon..
' '

Additionally, progaKs-are evaluated'ih'terms Of -their Overall

produaivity,throughtheir service'fuhction to-related prograMs=. Fcr;
, , .

,...

. , ,
'. iez(ample, secretarial science cueses-and dlaculty- may be used to support

. ,,
. . 5

-.

4/7

More u.ggrams than just an associate degree program in secretarialgcience.

1

"The Quantitative Evaluation: of begr
doCument, Richmopd: State'CoUnc1 Of Higher

-
1974:.

C. .

.

Programs," unpublished
ugaton for Virginia,-
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Thus, 'in Virginia's community colleges, produ tivity i's neasured in terms :,

-, -..

of-numbers -of graduates and the service of indict ual curricula to
J \I ' .gr

other similar programs. ,

' ,

On the basis. of these prod ctivity criteria, the' thte,Board

... *: .

for COmounity Colleges evaluaied:,436 programstif 23 community,colleges

for a study presented to the State Counc 1 of Higher Education in

February, 1976. Of these programs, 34 prog ms were vol

terminated by the Commdnity College Board, 5 p rens mere closed

by the State Council of Higher Education, 5 progra ere combiried

into' two programs, and deferral was ,taken on one prog As a
.

resul/,.approximately 1Q percent of the programs in the'Vir inia

COMmunfty College4,Syst'eM meretermi nated. 1

:Most of the progtallis. ierminated were inactive or 1 ow janrol 1

technology programs 'in areas such, as Engineering Technology, Furnitu

Production:,-Agricultural B.usiness; and Mer handising. No one area

appeared ,to be "favored" for termination over .nother area According

to,the Virginia Community College System Rews, tate 'Board has

reviewed another 27. prOgrams and has supported their .ntinuation until
.4 _

a progress Oport was received on each one. at the end of he 1975-76
.

.year.2 Clearly, a strong stance on program accountability cording,

to Oescriioed standards .has beei taken in the Virfnia CommUni College
,,

'

10.

w
.System.

, .
.

1. x '!..
'

4

.

,personal Communication. from, PaRiel: E. Marvin, Jr.,r., Director of
the State',Cou.ncil'of Higher Educatiorr.to members of SHEEO, March 4,' 1976.

, , 1

2. -.'
,

.. 'Programs areAropped," .The, VCCS'News ,. Richmond: Virginia
Oepaamenti of, Communi ty Colleges, Winter, .1976) ,":p. t -.-" >,

. ,.

5
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Considerations in Program Suspension and Termination

.41 The analysis of documents received from state agencies for

,

community colleges confirms a growing trend toward'auch agencies

assuming intreasingresponsibilW,for program evaluation in the

community .college and in a few cases using program evaluation as a ,

Means go suspend or terminate high cost ineffective programs. With

the prevail4ng trend in this,directiOn,, community,college officiaTS

at the state and local level'would do well to recognize the' need to

'formulate an overall policy related to program evaluation which coqfd

be Understood V all and consistently applied, throughout the state.

Regardless of how objective the evaluative criteria and procedures
,/

may be,:individual careerVof both.faculty'and students may be im-
,

paired by decisions, t4 suspend or terminate community college programs.

The.impli,cations tam be far reathifig.

When it becompsapparent that a program no longer is cost
,

effectiie:T6gatdlets,ofWh'efher the decislon is made by the state or .

the-institution; consideration must'be given to those students who
,

will be affected. Ther'e was no-evidence from this study that any

state had conducted a survey of constituent institutions to determine

the impact .of suspended or terminated piograms over a 'period of"time

upon the stu eht.. It can only be assumed that relatively f,ew students

are affected when.Programs are terminated but that does not recognize

>

the fact that an individual- student might well 'have interests and

career ambitions which are stifled if not jeopardized by the program

terminatioh. It would appear desirable for state agencies to assess

the nature and scope of this troblem and to work cooperatively with

C

, I r
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the institutions in planning an appropriate solution. /At least
I), ,

c

three different approaches suggest themselVes for assisting students

who are caught in,sucha dilemma. .First, many of the occupational I,

.

programs lend themselves to competenCyLbased mediated instructional

modes whereby an institution can desigri an individualized program

appropriate to the'goalS of that segment of;the studeht population
.

iso seeking special training,abl.knoWledge. A second.and less complex
. .

approach which hasAeA used by .some institutioni 'that of a con-
!

tract mode whereby the institution .Would contract with nearby public

or private' institutions- offering the desiredprogram. *Some community
.

colleges hive found that their high cost and 1 enrollment programs

are similar to those offered by-another institution and thus, through

inter-institutional cooperatiog,service to the student can be achieved

whethir through a voluntary or contractual mode,: Athird approach to

serving -student,ipte'rests and need has been. employed by some community
._ 1.7

. . ,,,

.,,,

colleges which haVe sponsored a student from the immediate serVice-
,,.

'area to anotherinsttution somewhere else,in the state as part of
,

.

-`the' philosophy of serving the needs of the local citizenry.. This has "

\ ,

been accomplished in some cases by reciprocaleuition'waiver agreements 1

-while Mother 4ses by tuition or cost of educationssubsiOies.

,-
The-impact of program termination,Opon f5cOlty-must also be

,

,considered. Absence of any concern for a faculty member affected by .

program termination,is not only inhumane but can be detrimental to

morale; throughout the institution. As a result, some institutions

have adopted a renewal\ or re-training policy wh6leby a faculty

member confronted with the possible abolishment of a teaching position

would be proVided an opportunity to:gulify for another position

2 6 ." /
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within the institution through special re-training activities or

by working with faculty in another departmeht. .,Such

'typically engen6er a greater spirit of identity with the institution

and reinforce a sense of pr* ofessional integrity and security` among

,
.

.
. 4 . .

.

thoe who teach inprogram areas Which are vulnerable, to suspension
. .

,

-

or termination. Another consideration= for affected faculty can be
- , .v

it,,,
enhanced by.actilie participation by the state,agency, That i a

iblicy whereby the institution and the states agency seek to locate.

another appropriate teaching position ,for an affected faculty member,,
usually in, another institution withiwthcstate

The role of the state'agency'as the focal ,point of the system

of ,community colleges "can be of strategic impoetence in other yways.
.

Because of its,central position, the agency o..1,n.coordinate program,
,

termination with oihe4.colleges With.inthe_sement whereby an orderly

process is followlkandAiStocations are kept to a minimum. It is -
,

not infrequent that termination of `an occUpatiOnal program'in'one

institution _Signals an emerging, decrease in manpower needs and thus,'

ei
,

i

046.0

other-institutiOns in,the mayay ston find, -

with a similar dedisiori.',' The state agency can)pe,itrategic in helpfng
e

to deitihe how many'programs ultimately should be maintained'fbr

statewide' manpower requirements and, which institutions) will be best
, k ,

for continuation of programs ip that field. Similarly, the state

agency can play'the broker role in attempting to assure parity among

the institutions by assisting an institution which has terminated a

program to become designated for any special new program which might

be needed to meet 'statewide manpower needs. Tiis compensating, '

; approach to program approval and termination can maintain balanCe and

27
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,.vitality the community college %ystem.

The state agehcy pan also assist local institutions to recoup--

or Save funds thrbugb, brtkering in other ways. For example, the state,

--play help arrange for the 'loan, or rental 'or'sale:pf equipment and.

materials from an institution terminating a program to :another in-
.,

stitutionenlarging or introducing the program. Several states have

:Found it appropriate to develop an eqOpment bank which would enable

instft o rent or borroviequipment 'until programS are determined

to be successful and prodise to be viable ddlitions' to the offering

college.

rn conclusion, state- level and. institutional decision-makers

, .
.

must be aware o' th personnel-and 'student-related implications of

Z'program-suspensi b and termination. From the materials received, .

manysfates are now developing criteria and procedures, for evaluating.
.

and possibly suspending or terminating community college programs

'which do ,not measure up'to specified standards., -However, the chief

*.concerns:of both state agencies and institutions appear to include

"evalfttlyeviteria," self -study and evaluation," "productivity,"

and "fiscal, accountability," among others. States using these

-judgments as the basis for program suspension or termination must also

recognize the-human implications of such actions and must make some

, accommodation to assist faculty and students who may be denied the
c--

.

opportunityto continue their career in their chosen field. Clearly,

state agencies and lbcal hnunity ges will continue to evaluate

heir program offer* -and make v lue judgments .on which programs to

continue and expand and which progrAms to suspend or terminate. If

the coglunity college is to continue to be responsive to local"NV

28
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comMunity'needs,-however, community college officials must also

assume responsibility to evalUate human needs when weighing the

advantages -and disadvantages of suspending or terminating programs.

2
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APPENDIX

'PROGRAM ,VALUATION CRITERiAANDPROCEDURESCISED n
431' STATE-AGENCIES RESPONDING IN 'TIIIS:STUDy

(Data current as of Spring, 1976) f
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R
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.
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.
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P
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t c
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b
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P
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b
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.
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i
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P
r
o
d
r
a
m
s
:
r
e
q
u
:
i
r
i
n
g
a
d
d
i
t
l
d
n
a
l
 
l
a
r
g
e
-
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p
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i
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.
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u
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i
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p
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p
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p
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P
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b
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i
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.
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c
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o
c
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b
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p
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p
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p
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c
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p
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b
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r
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c
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b
e

"
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
i
n
g
 
a
,
s
e
l
f
-
s
t
u
d
y
 
p
r
o
c
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c
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c
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u
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i
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p
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p
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c
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v
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c
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p
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p
l
a
c
e
m
e
n
t
 
a
n
d

f
o
l
l
o
w
-
u
p
 
g
u
i
d
e
 
t
o
 
A
s
s
i
s
t
 
i
n
s
t
i
-

t
u
t
i
o
n
s
 
i
n
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
.

S
p
e
c
i
a
l
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
t
e
a
m
s
 
a
r
e

u
s
e
d
 
w
h
e
n
 
n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
 
a
n
d
 
u
p
o
n

r
e
q
u
e
s
t
.



;

'
S
 
A
T
E
 
A
G
E
N
C
I
E
S
 
F
O
R
 
C
O
M
M
U
N
I
T
Y
 
A
N
D

.
S
T
A
T
E
 
L
E
V
E
L
 
I
N
V
O
L
V
E
M
E
N
T
 
I
N

J
 
N
I
O
R
 
C
O
L
L
E
G
E
S
 
R
E
S
P
O
N
D
I
N
G
 
I
N

T
H
E
 
D
E
V
E
L
O
P
M
E
N
T
 
O
F
 
C
R
I
T
E
R
I
A

T
 
I
S
 
S
U
R
V
E
Y

.
,

A
N
D
 
/
O
R
 
P
R
O
C
E
D
U
R
E
S
 
F
O
R
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M

,
E
V
A
L
U
A
T
I
O
N
?

C
R
I
T
E
R
I
A
 
-
N
D
 
P
R
O
C
E
D
U
R
E
S
 
U
S
E
D

G
E
O
R
G
I
A B
o
a
r
d
 
o
f
 
R
e
g
e
n
t
s
,
 
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y
 
S
y
s
t
e
m

o
f
 
G
e
o
r
g
i
a

H
A
W
A
I
I

N
o

U
n
I
v
e
r
s
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
H
a
w
a
i
i
-
-
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e

Y
e
s

U
s
e
s
 
1
4
 
c
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p
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p
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p
r
o
c
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p
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.
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.
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p
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c
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u
t
i
o
n

I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
B
o
a
r
d

N
o

R
e
v
i
e
w
 
p
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c
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i
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u
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p
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p
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
 
w
h
i
c
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p
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u
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i
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e
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S
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n
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b
l
i
c
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
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b
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K
E
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U
C
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n
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e
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c
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o
m
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A
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o
l
l
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c
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p
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b
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K
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c
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.
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p
l
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p
l
a
c
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e
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v
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'
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p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
d
o

.

n
o
t
 
m
e
e
t
 
p
r
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
d
 
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
.

U
s
e
s

s
e
l
f
-
s
t
u
d
y
 
a
n
d
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
d
n
 
a
p
p
r
o
a
c
h

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
 
b
y
 
a
 
s
t
a
t
e
-
l
e
v
e
l
 
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

w
h
i
c
h
.
e
v
a
l
U
a
t
e
s
 
c
a
r
e
e
r
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
i
n

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
,
c
o
l
l
e
g
e
s
.



S
T
A
T
E
 
A
G
E
N
C
I
E
S
 
F
O
R
 
C
O
M
M
U
N
I
T
Y
'
A
N
D

J
U
N
I
O
R
 
C
O
L
L
E
G
E
S
 
R
E
S
P
O
P
D
I
N
G
 
I
N

T
H
I
S
 
S
U
R
V
E
Y

S
T
A
T
E
 
L
E
V
E
L
 
I
N
V
O
L
V
E
M
E
N
T
 
I
N

-

T
H
E
 
D
E
V
E
L
O
P
M
E
N
T
 
O
F
 
C
R
I
T
E
R
I
A

A
N
D
 
/
O
R
'
P
R
O
C
E
O
U
R
E
S
 
F
O
R
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M

-
E
V
A
L
U
A
T
I
O
N
?

C
R
I
T
E
R
I
A
 
A
N
D
,
'
P
R
O
C
E
D
U
R
E
S
 
U
S
E
D

,
?

,

M
a
r
y
l
a
n
d
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
o
n
 
H
i
g
h
e
r
 
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

I

M
A
S
S
A
C
H
U
S
E
T
T
S

M
a
s
s
a
c
h
u
s
e
t
t
s
 
B
o
a
r
d
 
o
f
 
H
i
g
h
e
r

E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

M
I
C
H
I
G
A
N

'

M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n
 
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
E
d
u
c
4
 
"
o
n

M
I
N
N
E
S
O
T
A

/

fr

N
o

N
o

o
r
:

.
Y
e
s
 
-
-
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
'
f
o
r
p
r
O
g
r
a
m
.
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

-
 
b
e
i
n
g
 
s
t
u
d
i
e
d

n
n
e
s
o
t
a
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
S
y
s
t
e
m

Y
e
s

M
i
n
n
e
s
o
t
a

i
g
h
e
r
 
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

C
o
o
r
d
i
n
 
t
i
n
g
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n

41
7

Y
e
s
'

0

.1

(.
4.

7
4
.

0
/

1
.

M
i
n
i
m
u
m
 
e
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t

.

2
.
,
 
M
i
n
i
m
u
m
 
o
f
 
7
0
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
 
j
o
b

p
l
a
c
e
m
e
n
t
 
i
n
 
e
a
c
h
 
c
a
r
e
e
r

p
r
o
g
r
a
m

.

.
A
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
a
n
q
 
p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s

U
n
d
e
r
 
s
t
u
d
y
.

.
S
t
a
f
f
 
i
s
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
i
n
g

a
n
 
e
v
a
l
u
o
t
i
o
p
 
p
r
o
6
e
s
s
 
t
o
 
b
e
 
c
o
n
-

.
4
U
c
t
e
d
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
t
h
e
 
-

s
t
a
t
e
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
.

.
,

1
.

M
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

"
2
.
 
U
n
w
a
r
r
a
n
t
e
d
 
d
u
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

3
.

C
o
s
t
 
b
e
n
e
f
i
t

4
.

N
e
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m

U
s
e
s
 
s
t
a
f
f
 
e
x
p
e
r
 
t
i
s
e
 
a
n
d
 
a
 
i
e
p
r
e
-

,

s
e
n
t
a
t
i
v
e
 
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m
 
a
d
y
i
t
o
r
y

'

c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
 
t
o
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
:

i
n
 
a
l
l
 
p
o
s
t
s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y
l
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
-
:

I 1 1



S
T
A
T
E
 
A
G
E
N
C
I
E
S
 
F
O
R
 
C
O
M
M
U
N
I
T
Y
 
A
N
D

J
U
N
I
O
R
 
C
O
L
L
E
G
E
S
 
R
E
S
P
O
N
D
I
N
G
-
J
.
4
4

T
H
I
S
 
S
U
R
V
E
Y

,

.
1

S
T
A
T
E
 
L
E
V
-
E
C
 
I
N
V
O
L
V
D
I
E
N
T
-
i
N
'

T
H
E
 
D
E
V
E
L
O
P
M
E
N
T
 
O
F
 
C
R
I
T
C
R
I
A
,

A
N
D
/
O
R
 
P
R
O
C
E
D
U
R
E
S
 
F
O
R

,

P
R
O
G
a
A
M
 
E
V
A
L
U
A
T
I
O
N
 
.
'

C
a
I
T
E
R
I
A

D
 
P
R
O
C
E
D
U
R
E
S
 
U
S
E
D

.
-

I

/

M
I
S
S
I
S
S
I
P
P
I

i
x
.

,
,

.
.
.
.

=
,

,
e

D
i
v
i
s
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
J
u
n
i
o
r
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
s
;

N
o

,
,
>

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
f
o
n
s
 
t
y
p
i
c
a
l
l
y
 
'
-
a
p
R
l
y
`
h
e
:
s

S
t
a
t
e
 
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
_
 
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

-
&

.

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g
-
c
r
i
t
e
n
i
d
:

'

,
1

.

?
\
-
1
.
 
M
i
n
i
m
u
m
 
e
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t
'
o
f

.
A
T

.
,
 
3
0
-
4
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

,

2
.
 
J
o
b
 
p
l
a
c
e
m
e
n
t

-
,
.
-
-
-
_

,
4

3
.
 
Q
u
a
l
i
f
i
e
d
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r
s

,
t

4
.
 
A
d
e
q
u
a
t
e
'
f
u
n
d
i
n
g

1
-

M
I
S
S
O
U
R
I

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
H
i
g
h
e
r

N
o

E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

N
E
B
R
A
S
K
A N
e
b
r
a
s
k
a
 
1
2
0
2
,
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n

`
*

N
E
V
A
D
A '
U
n
i
v
e
r
.
s
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
N
v
a
d
a
:
-
C
O
m
m
a
i
t
y

C
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
D
i
v
i
s
i
o
n

"
.
.

N
E
W
 
H
A
M
P
S
H
I
R
E

w
 
H
a
m
p
s
h
i
r
e
 
P
o
s
t
s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y

E
d
u
c
a
t
i
d
A
_
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o
m

'
a

C
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e

o
r
 
a
n
t
i
-

c
i
p
a
t
e
d
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t
 
o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
.

S
t
a
f
f
 
c
o
n
d
u
c
t
s
a
n
r
i
b
a
l
 
r
e
v
i
e
w
s
 
o
f

a
l
l
 
v
o
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
i
n
:
t
h
e
'

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
c
o
l
l
e
g
e
s
.

A



°
3

S
T
A
T
E
 
A
G
E
N
C
I
E
S
"
F
O
R
'
C
O
M
M
U
N
I
T
Y
 
A
N
D

J
U
N
I
O
R
 
C
O
L
L
E
G
E
S
 
R
E
S
P
O
N
D
I
N
G
 
I
N

,
T
H
-
I
S
 
S
U
R
V
E
Y

.

S
T
A
T
E
 
L
E
V

I
N
V
O
L
V
E
M
E
N
T
 
1
1
4
,

-
 
T
H
E
 
D
E
V
E

P
M
E
N
T
,
O
F
 
C
R

E
R
I
A

A
N
D
/
O
R
 
P
R
O
C
E
D
U
R
E
S
 
F
,

P
R
O
G
R
A
M
 
E
V
A
L
U
A
T
I
Q

4

C
R
I
T
E
R
I
A
 
A
N
D
 
P
R
O
C
E
D
U
R
E
S
 
U
S
E
D

I
t

N
f
W
J
E
R
S
E
Y

c

N
e
w
 
.
c
l
e
r
s
e
y
 
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
 
o
f

H
j
g
h
e
r
.
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

M
kt

N
E
W
 
Y
O
R
K

N
e
w
-
Y
o
r
k
 
S
t
a
t
e
-
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

.
.
.
e
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t

"

S
t
a
t
e
 
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
N
e
W
 
I
c
i
r
k

S
y
s
t
e
m

N
O
R
T
H
 
C
A
R
O
L
I
N
A
-
3
;

N
o
r
t
h
 
C
a
r
o
l
i
n
a
 
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
h
t
 
o
f

C
b
i
n
t
n
u
n
i
t
y
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e

O

a

4

s

'

,
Y
e
s
"

Y
e
s

.1
;

Y
e
s
,

's

/

F
l
e
x
i
b
l
e
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
u
s
e
d
 
b
y
 
'
s
t
a
t
e

a
f
f
 
t
o
 
,
c
o
n
d
u
c
t

e
r
i
o
d
i
c
.
.

o
n
.

o
f
f
i
c
e
 
5

e
v
a
l
u
a

T
i
s
k
 
f
o
r
c
e
 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
l
y
 
s
t
u
d
 
i
n
g
t
e
p
t
a
t
i
v
e
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
a
n
d

p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
.
-
 
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
-
i
'
 
1
0
4
:
'
 
c
o
s
t
,
 
c
l
a
s
s
 
i
z
e
,

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
/
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
r
 
s
'
a
t
i
s
t
a
c
t
i
o
n
,
 
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m
,
 
f
a
c
u
l
t
y
,
.
;

e
m
P
l
o
y
m
e
n
t
'
n
e
e
d
s
,
 
b
u
d
g
e
t
 
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
i
e
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g

IN
3

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
4
n
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
 
a
b
d
i
o
r
i
y
a
t
e
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
 
i
n
 
-
t
h
e
 
s
t
a
t
e
.
'

I
0 o_

.
,
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
o
f
f
i
c
e
 
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
e
s
 
a
 
s
e
l
f
-

s
t
u
d
y
,
A
n
d
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
H
 
t
e
a
m
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s

a
s
 
p
a
r
t
'
o
f
 
a
-
s
t
a
t
e
w
i
d
e
 
a
c
c
r
e
d
i
t
a
t
i
o
n

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
.

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
 
f
o
r
 
e
v
a
l
-
u
a
t
i
o
n
.

.

.
p
a
r
a
l
l
e
l
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
.
,
S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n

A
s
s
o
c
i
a
t
i
o
l
'
o
f
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
s
.

,



1.

S
T
A
T
E
 
A
G
E
N
C
I
E
S
 
F
O
R
 
C
O
M
M
U
N
I
T
Y
 
A
N
D

J
U
N
I
O
R
 
C
O
L
L
E
G
E
S
 
R
E
S
P
O
N
D
I
N
G
 
-
I
N

T
H
I
S
 
S
U
R
V
E
y

/

-
5
f
A
T
E
 
L
E
V
E
L
 
`
I
N
V
O
L
V
E
M
E
N
T
 
t
N

T
H
E
 
D
E
V
E
L
O
P
M
E
N
T
,
O
F
 
C
R
I
T
E
R
I
A

A
N
D
/
O
R
 
P
R
O
C
E
D
U
R
E
S
 
F
O
R

,
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
/
E
V
A
L
U
A
T
I
O
N
?

91
/

C
R
I
T
E
R
I
A
 
A
N
D
 
P
R
O
C
E
D
U
R
E
S
 
U
S
E
D
'

O
H
I
O

n
a

O
h
i
o
-
B
o
a
r
d
 
o
f
 
R
e
g
e
n
t
s

Y
e
s

O
K
L
A
H
O
M
A

.
O
k
l
a
h
o
m
a
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
R
e
g
e
n
t
s
 
f
o
r

>
C
O

H
i
g
h
e
r
 
E
d
y
c
a
t
i
o
n

Y
e
s

1
.
 
C
u
r
r
e
n
t
 
o
f
f
e
r
i
n
g
 
o
f
 
c
o
u
r
s
e
s

.

2
.
 
F
a
c
u
l
t
y
'
 
"
q
u
a
l
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s

'
-

.

3
.
 
E
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t
-
d
u
r
i
n
g
 
t
h
e

pa
st

'
.
,

,

f
i
v
e
 
y
e
a
r
s

,
,

,
.
.
.
-

4
.
.
 
G
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
s
 
C
h
i
r
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
p
a
s
t
,

f
i
v
e
 
y
e
a
r
s
,

.
,

5
.
 
J
o
b
 
p
l
a
c
e
m
e
n
t

-

B
o
a
r
d
 
O
f
 
R
e
g
e
n
t
s
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
s
 
a
 
r
e
v
i
e
w

o
f
 
e
a
c
h
-
A
s
s
o
C
i
a
t
e
A
e
g
r
e
e
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m

e
v
e
r
y
 
f
i
y
e
 
y
e
a
r
s
_

,

co "5
.4

N
i
n
e
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
f
a
.
u
s
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
,

a
n
d
,
s
e
l
f
-
s
t
u
d
y
 
o
f
 
a
l
l
 
t
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
-
:
,

/
-

o
c
c
u
p
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
i
n
 
a
l
l
p
o
s
t
-

s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
w
i
i
c
h
 
s
e
r
v
e
s

r.
,
/

9
s
 
a
 
s
t
a
t
e
w
i
d
e
 
a
c
c
r
e
d
i
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
.

O
R
E
G
O
N

O
r
e
g
o
n
 
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
C
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
i
n
g

C
o
f
f
i
m
i
s
S
i
o
n

Y
e
s

-
-
P
r
o
p
o
s
e
l
,
,
g
u
i
d
e
l
i
n
e
s
 
f
o
r
 
s
t
a
t
e
w
i
d
e
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
n
o
w

1

'
b
e
i
n
g
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
.

' 4
,

P
E
N
N
S
Y
L
V
A
N
I
A

T
E
X
A
S

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

N
o
_

T
e
x
a
s
 
C
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
i
n
g
 
B
o
a
r
d
,
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
'

a
n
d
 
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y
 
S
y
s
t
e
m

Y
e
.
S
.
 
-
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
 
f
d
r
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
a
l
-
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

a
r
e
 
n
o
w
 
b
e
i
n
g
 
a
d
o
p
t
e
d
.



S
T
A
T
E
 
A
G
E
N
C
I
E
S
 
F
O
R
 
C
O
M
M
U
N
I
T
Y
 
A
N
D

J
U
N
I
O
R
 
C
O
L
L
E
G
E
S
*
R
E
S
P
O
N
D
I
N
G
 
I
N

T
H
I
S
 
S
U
R
V
E
Y

S
T
A
T
E
 
L
E
Y
E
L
 
I
N
V
O
L
V
E
M
E
N
T
 
I
N

-
T
H
E
 
D
E
V
E
L
O
P
M
E
N
T
 
O
F
 
C
R
I
T
E
R
I
A

A
N
D
/
O
R
 
P
R
O
C
E
D
U
R
E
S
 
F
O
R

P
R
O
G
R
A
M
 
E
V
A
L
U
A
T
I
O
N
?

/
C
R
I
T
E
R
I
A
 
A
N
D
 
P
R
O
C
E
D
U
R
E
S
 
U
S
E
D

T
e
x
a
s
r
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
A
g
e
n
c
y

V
I
R
G
I
N
I
A

S
t
a
t
e
 
C
o
u
n
c
i
l
 
o
n
 
H
i
g
h
e
r
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

f
o
r
 
V
i
r
g
i
n
i
a

t
i

S
t
a
t
e
 
'
B
o
a
r
d
 
f
o
f
-
'
 
,
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
s

W
A
S
H
I
N
G
T
O
N

S
t
a
t
e
,
B
o
a
r
d
 
f
o
r
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e

E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

W
E
S
T
 
V
I
R
G
I
N
I
A

,

W
e
s
t
 
V
i
r
g
i
n
i
a
 
B
o
a
r
d
 
o
f
 
R
e
g
e
n
t
s

Y
e
s

Y
e
s

Y
e
s
.

N
i
n
e
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
u
s
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
 
v
o
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
,
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g

m
a
n
p
o
w
e
r
 
n
e
e
d
s
,
 
a
c
c
e
s
s
,
j
o
b

p
l
a
c
e
m
e
n
t
,
 
e
t
c
.
,

1
.
 
N
o
 
o
f
 
g
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
s
 
i
n
 
a
s
s
o
c
i
a
t
e
.

d
e
g
r
e
e
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

2
.
 
"
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
f
u
n
c
t
i
o
n
"
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

p
r
o
g
r
a
m

B
i
e
n
n
i
a
l
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
a
l
l
 
a
s
§
o
c
i
a
t
e

d
e
g
r
e
e
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
c
o
n
d
u
c
t
e
d
.

V
i
r
g
i
n
i
a
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
S
y
s
t
e
m

4
'

a
p
p
l
i
e
s
 
a
b
o
v
e
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
n
d
u
c
t
s
_

b
i
e
n
n
i
a
l
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
m
a
k
e
s

r
e
c
O
m
m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n
s
p
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
B
o
a
r
d
 
r
e
l
a
t
i
v
e

t
d
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
a
t
i
o
n
,
 
d
i
s
:
C
o
n
t
i
n
p
a
t
i
o

o
r
 
m
e
r
g
e
r
 
w
i
t

o
t
h
e
r
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

Y
e
s
 
-
-
C
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s

n
o
w
 
b
e
i
n
g
 
f
o
r
m
a
l
i
z
e
d
 
b
y
 
t
h
e

s
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d
.

S
t
r
o
n
g
 
e
m
p
h
a
s
i
s
 
o
n
 
s
t
a
t
e
w
i
d
e
 
m
a
n
p
o
w
e
r
.

c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
.

(

Y
e
s

1
.
 
C
o
s
t
.

2
.
 
I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
p
r
i
o
r
i
t
y
'

3
.
 
Q
u
a
l
i
t
y

A
.
 
O
u
t
p
u
t

S
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d
 
s
t
a
f
f
 
r
e
v
i
e
w
s

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

r
e
g
u
l
a
r
 
.
b
a
s
i
s
,



,

35

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Arkansas Department of Higher Education. "Review'of Existing
Instructional Programs, 1975-76 ," unpublished document,
1976. ,

California qommunity College System. Community College Occupational
Programs Evaluation System, (October, 1975)._

. ,

Community College Career Program Evaluation Committee'. A System
for the Evaluation.of Career PrograMS in Comm nity
Colleges of Maryiand.Onnapoli.s: %Maryland S ate Board
for Community Colleges q% 1974: -

1/4

Maryland State Board for CommunitiC011eges. Bulletin, Vol. 3,
No. 6 (February, 1975).

1

North'Carolina'Department of Community Colleges. Standards and
,.

Evaluative Criteria, (December, 1975). ,
.

40 .

. s

Okla4oma State Regents for Higher Education. "Criteria and .

Procedures for the Evaluation of Technical- Occupational
Programs in Oklahoma POstsetondary Education," un-
published document,1975.

Guide for the.Evaluation and Accreditation of
Institutions in Oklahama Higher Education, (August, 1975).

State Council of Higher Education for Virginia. "The Quantitative
Evaluation of Degree Programs,P unpublished document, 1974.

Virg,inia Department of Community Colleges. "Programs "are Dropped."
The VCCS News, (Winter, 1976). .

Wattenbarger, James L. and.Sakaguchi, Melvyn. -State Level Boards
for Community Junior Colleges: Patterns of Control and ,

Coordination. Gainesville,,,Florida: Institute of Higher
Education, University of Florida, 197:1.

40



J

re,

,

Notes,oWthe Authors

4

p

r

36

Robert W. Day is Curriculum Coordinator of the Division of

:Educational Services for the South Carolina S'tate.Board for

Technical and Comprehensive Education. He'received his doctorate

from the Florida State University where he had been awarded a

W.K. Kellogg Foundation fellowship. Prior to that he ha0 served

as Assistant to the Executive Secrepry of the Commission on Higher

Education of the'Southern Association of C011eges and Schools.. Dr.

Day has been active with various national organizations including

the National Council of State Directors of Community and Junioi-

Colleges.

Louis W. Bender is Director of the State, and Regional lOgher

Education Center and,Professor of Higher Education at the Filorida

State University. He servedas,State Director of Community Colleges

for five years and:Assistant Commizponer,for Higher Educlion for

two years-in Pennsylvania beforecoMing to FSU in 1970. He serves

on a Task Fore of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools

charged with developing institutional evaluation criterip for pro:-
1prietary postsecondary nstitutions." He also serves on a number of

;

national advisory boards or orgtnizations concerned with postsecoridOty

edueation including the Education Commission of the States, In-Service

Education Program and the ERIC Clearinghouse for Higher Education.

UNIVERSITY O CALIF

.t.(2S ANGELES

1SEP 137C

41 et: INGHOUSE
'JUNIOR



TITLE

5g%

Selected Publications of the FSU
State and Regional Higher.Education Center

Management Concepts an -Higher Education

Danger: Will External Degrees Reincarnate Bogus Degree
Mills? A Challenge to State and National Agencies

Content Analysis As a Research Tool for flighr EduCation

First-Level Management: Legal Implications and
Responsibilities for Selection and Retention

the Seventies .
A Plan For Planning For a State Community allege System

Long-Range Planning For Community College Education

Institutional Responsibility in the Development of
Facility Dismissal Criteria

California Views Toward Statewide Governance of
Community Colleges

One Dupont Circle: National Influence Center for
Higher Education?

Articulation of PostSecondary Programs in Occupational'
Education

The Evolution of the Nebraska Comprehensive
Technical Community College System

Section 1202 and Statewide Planning for
Public Community and Junior Colleges:
The New Reality

-34 Funding Pattern. for Oregon Community College
Construction

Northampton County Area Community College
Adjusts to the Se.yenties

Grantsmanship Federal Context from State Level
Prespective

New Responses to New Problems Facing
The Rural Community College
116th Annual SCCLP Workshop Proceedings)

Cooperative Education: Conception to Credibility

Tools, Techniques. and Strategies For Staff
' Responses to Probleths of State Level
Leadership (ECS/SHEE0 seminar Proceedings)

42

J
AUTHOR DATE

Louis W. Bender and May, 1972
Richard C. Richardson, Jr.

Louis W. Bender and July, 1972
James A. Davis

Melvene Dr.iheim Hardee, Editor August, _1972

Department of Higher Education,
4

February , 1273
Flonda State University

Lee G. Henderson June, 1973

John C,.Mundt July, 1973

H. M. Holderfield and August, 1973
Frank D. Brown

Sidney W. Brossman

Louis W. Bender and
Howard L. Simmons

E. B. Moore, Jr. .

Robert C. Schleiger

T., Harry McKinney

C. M. deBroekert

Richard C. Richardson, Jr.,
Editor

Bonny Franke'

Joyce Clampitt. Editor

Louis W. Bender, Aaron D. Lucas,
and Daniel C. Holsenbeck

September, 1973

November, 1973

November, 1973

January,.1Z74

July, 1974

July, 1974

July, 1974

March, 1975

March, 1975

April, 1975

Louis W. Bender and May, 1975
Joyce A. Clampitt. Editor

fComplimentary copies of all publications are sent to State Directors of Community/Junior Colleges, University Libraries, National: Org nous, and the r gic clearinghouse at !UCLA. individual copies may be ordered. A Charge of 53,00 for each mopographord ecessary to cover printing and mailing costs. Checks should be made out to FSU State aid ikeipon'al Highii EducatidnCan r. /
.:.

O

or

..


